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Executive Summary 
 
In 2012, the fourth bi-annual EducatePlus (formerly known as ADAPE Australasia) benchmarking 
study was conducted to track educational development in Australia and New Zealand. 
 
Invitations to participate were sent to the EducatePlus membership of 700. Non-members were also 
welcome to participate. However, in 2012, all of the 147 survey respondents were members of 
EducatePlus. 
 
The 2012 Benchmarking Survey supports and extends results from 2005, 2008 and 2010.  
Demographically, individual respondents and their institutions were similar to previous years.  
• 73% of survey respondents were female 
• 62% were aged between 40-60 
• 84% held a tertiary qualification (This figure is up from 2010’s 77%. This 7% increase in 
tertiary qualifications is mainly at the post graduate level). 
 
Here are some of the key findings: 
 
Salaries 
• Salaries in the educational advancement sector ranged from $41,000 to $190,000. The 
median salary was $85,000, up from $77,500 in 2010. This represents a 9.68% increase, 
twice the rate of inflation for the period (4.82%). 
• In 2012, school based respondents reported higher median salaries than tertiary based 
respondents. This is the opposite of 2010, however, may reflect the smaller number of 
tertiary respondents this year. 
• Median salaries tended to increase logically with education, experience, and seniority. 
• Since 2010, those working in higher level positions saw a greater proportional salary 
increase than those at mid or entry level. 
• The median income was higher for males than females, even more so than in 2010. This 
difference may be due to the greater proportion of the men who participated in this study 
working in senior positions.  This finding along with the seeming preponderance of women 
in the sector bears more debate and research. 
 
Enrolments 
• In 2012, 84% of respondents reported that their enrolments had either increased or stayed 
the same over the past 2 years.   
• Number of enrolments was selected as the primary key performance indicator, selected by 
41% of respondents. 
• Tertiary institutions more commonly reported a decrease in enrolments than did schools 
(27% compared to 13%). The proportion of tertiary institutions reporting a decrease in 
enrolments is up from 3% in 2010. 
 
Marketing and communications 
• The median marketing budget was down from $70,000 in 2010 to $50,000. Schools 
reported higher marketing budgets than tertiary institutions. 
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Hard copy materials 
• Respondents from schools were more likely to produce hard copy materials than were 
tertiary institutions, especially in the form of a prospectus. 
• Schools were most likely to produce hard copy materials for the general community, while 
tertiary institutions were more likely to target their materials towards alumni. 
 
Electronic communications 
• Newsletters were the most commonly used form of electronic communications (80%). 
• Schools were more likely to use electronic communications for enrolments compared to 
tertiary institutions (56% to 14%) 
• Tertiary institutions were more likely to use electronic communications for donor 
recruitment compared to schools (50% to 27%) 
 
New technologies 
• Both schools and tertiary based respondents reported an increased take-up of electronic 
communications (89%). A website and Facebook were the most popular new technologies in 
2012.  
• The use of twitter and Facebook increased the most since 2010. 
• Schools preferred using Intranet  and Mobile phones more than tertiary institutions, who 
favoured LinkedIn and Facebook. 
 
Alumni 
• Some 46% of respondents’ institutions charged an alumni fee. However, this charge was 
considerably more common among schools (56%) than tertiary institutions (5%). This is 
lower than in previous years, when 64% of schools and 18% of tertiary institutions charged 
an alumni fee. 
• Respondents were most likely to hold 1-5 alumni events per year with about a third of the 
sample nominating this range.  Predictably however, tertiary institutions with their wider 
alumnus scope favoured a large number of alumni events, with 73% having at least 6 events 
per year, compared with 50% of schools. 
 
Fundraising 
Fundraising activities 
• The most commonly used fundraising vehicles were: alumni annual giving (63%), special 
events (63%), and bequests (55%). 
• Capital campaigns were selected as the most common fundraising vehicle in 2010, 
nominated by 73% of respondents. However, in 2012, capital campaigns were selected by 
only 46% of respondents. 
 
Gross fundraising revenue 
• Again in 2012, the total gross annual income from all fundraising sources was most 
commonly between $1 million and $5 million.  
• Tertiary institutions were three times as likely to be raising over $1 million annually than 
were schools (70% to 22%). 
• Again in 2012, no respondent institutions established after 1990 earned in excess of $1 
million.  
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Largest gift 
• The largest single gift reported in 2012 was a staggering $15 million, three times the size of 
the largest gift in 2010. However, the median was $50,000, half that reported in 2010. 
 
Fundraising goals 
• Fundraising goals for 2012 ranged from $10,000 to $20 million. The median was $450,000 
compared to $650,000 in 2010.  
 
 Annual giving 
• Less than half of the respondents (46%) reported an overall increase in donor numbers 
across the past two years, down from 59% in 2010. 
• Alumni (82%), parents (72%) and board members (57%) were most commonly asked to give. 
• Again, predictably, schools had a much greater focus on past and current parents than did 
tertiary institutions, who instead focused on corporate and government donors. 
• Annual supporters were most commonly asked to give once (52%) or twice (30%) per year 
and a trend toward more frequent asking is evident. 
 
Bequest program 
• In 2012, the key approaches that respondents felt were most successful in achieving 
bequests were a brochure (identified by 20%), having a dedicated bequest officer (14%), 
and a bequest society (14%). By comparison, in 2008 and 2010 having a dedicated bequest 
officer was the single most important factor. 
 
Capital campaigns 
• 62% of respondents were involved in a capital campaign, up from 46% in 2005. 
• The median capital campaign target for 2010 was $3.25 million; up from $2.5 million in 
2010.  
• As with previous years, buildings were the most common focus of the capital campaigns, 
identified by 74% of respondents. 
• 96% reported campaign running costs of less than 10%. 
 
Major gifts 
• Only 3% of respondents feel that their board completely understands how to invest in and 
support major gift fundraising. 
• In 2012, half of the respondents felt that at least 60% of their major donors are comfortable 
with public acknowledgement of their gifts, down from 71% in 2010. 
• Major gifts were still most commonly seen as the area worst affected by the global financial 
crisis. 
 
Challenges 
• Some 65% of respondents identified building a culture of philanthropy as their number 
one challenge.  This is a perennial matter raised in this survey by respondents across the 
years and reflects the challenge of building the case for supporting education both within 
organisations and beyond in their wider constituencies. 
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Introduction 
 
The 2012 benchmarking survey was conducted to help Educate Plus members and educational 
development practitioners measure and potentially improve their organisation’s performance. 
 
The 2012 survey built upon the three previous studies, which began in 2005. It sought demographic 
information about the individuals working in the sector and their institutions. It asked questions 
about the structure and functions of the development office, specifically marketing and 
communication, alumni relations, and fundraising, including annual giving, bequest programs, capital 
campaigns, and major gifts. 
 
Invitations to participate in the survey were sent to the Educate Plus membership of 700. In total 
147 people responded, resulting in a response rate of 21%. Of these, 65, or 44% continued with the 
fundraising section. These figures are down from the 2010 survey. Because of the smaller sample 
size than previous years, some comparisons for particular questions were not possible.  It was 
likewise not possible to report university and school responses separately in some questions 
because of smaller numbers of tertiary respondents. 
 
 In appreciation of the contribution made by participants, an incentive was offered by Educate Plus.  
Participants had the opportunity to go into a draw to win an iPod Touch 4th Generation. 
 
All findings presented in this report are valid percentages (the percentage of those to answer that 
particular question). This enables easier comparison between survey instalments.  
 
 
Key terms: 
n Refers to the sample size, or number of participants to answer a particular question 
mean The average 
median The midpoint (at which half of the responses are above and half below) 
mode The most frequent response 
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Results 
Institutional information 
Institutional type 
In 2012, as in previous years, respondents most commonly worked for institutions that included pre, 
primary and high school students (36%), followed by those with both primary and high school 
students (30%).  A similar proportion of respondents worked in a high school or university setting 
(14% and 13% respectively). The remainder worked in primary schools (2%), vocational education 
(1%), university colleges (1%) or other (3%). 
 
Institutional age 
The 2012 survey again found that most respondents’ institutions (67%) were established before 
1950. 
 
Religious affiliation 
The most common institutional religious affiliation reported in 2012 was Anglican (29%), followed by 
no religious affiliation (23%), Catholic (16%), and Uniting (12%). This finding mirrors previous years. 
 
Location 
In 2012, most participating Australian institutions were based in New South Wales (27%), Victoria 
(20%), Western Australia (16%)and Queensland (12%); followed by South Australia (8%), the 
Australian Capital Territory (1%) and Tasmania (1%).  There were zero respondents from the 
Northern Territory. Since 2005, the proportion of respondents from Western Australia has 
consistently increased (from 10%). The proportion of Queensland respondents has dropped in 2012 
(from 20% in 2010 and 2008). However, the proportion of participating New Zealand institutions has 
risen from 8% to 15%. 
 
Similar to previous years, three-quarters of 2012’s participating institutions were based in a major 
city (76%). The remainder were located in a large regional centre (14%), a small regional centre (3%) 
or a mix of locations (7%). 
 
Student population 
As Figure 1 shows, in 2012, participating schools most commonly had between 1,001 and 1,500 
students (42%). The number of schools with between 501 and 1000 students declined (from 36% in 
2010 to 25%), presumably due to growth in student numbers attending these independent schools 
while at the higher end, the number of schools with more than 2,000 students increased from 3% in 
2010 to 13% in 2012. 
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Figure 1: Student population - schools 
 
 
In 2012, just over half of participating tertiary institutions had between 10 and 30 thousand 
students. The proportion of tertiary institutions with less than 10,000 students has steadily 
decreased from a high of 39% in 2005 to 18% in 2012. 
 
Figure 2: Student population - tertiary 
 
 
Enrolment trends 
In 2012, 84% of respondents reported that their enrolments had either increased (54%) or stayed 
the same (30%) over the past 2 years, with only 15% reporting a decrease. This was similar to 2010, 
however, around one in 20 organisations that reported an increase in enrolments in 2010, now 
reported that enrolments had stayed the same over the past two years. 
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Tertiary institutions more commonly reported a decrease in enrolments than did schools (27% 
compared to 13%). The proportion of tertiary institutions reporting a decrease in enrolments is up 
from 3% in 2010. 
 
Personal information 
Gender 
Once again, in 2012, women make up around three quarters of respondents (73%). Since 2005, 
women have constituted between 68% and 76% of respondents. 
 
Age 
In 2012, respondents were most commonly aged between 51 and 60 years old (33%), followed by 
41-50 years (29%) and then 31-40 years (18%). Few respondents were aged over 60 (8%) or under 30 
(12%). 
 
Educational experience 
The 2012 survey found that most participants held a tertiary qualification (84%). This figure is up 
from 2010’s 77%. This 7% increase in tertiary qualifications is at the post graduate level. In 2012, 
26% reported holding a postgraduate certificate or diploma (compared to 23% in 2010) and 21% 
reported holding a masters degree (compared to 17% in 2010).1 
 
Professional experience 
As in previous years, 2012 respondents most commonly came from a marketing (29%) or education 
(21%) background. A small proportion came from either nonprofit (9%), finance (7%) or government 
(5%) roles. The remaining quarter (27%) selected ‘other’. 
 
In 2012, respondents were asked how many years they had worked in educational advancement. 
Half the sample reported working less than 5 years in this field (56%). Only 3% had more than 20 
years experience.  This was similiar to 2010. In 2005 and 2008, respondents recorded a median of 
five and six years median experience, respectively. 
 
However, to provide a broader comparison, the 2012 survey also asked how many years 
respondents had worked in a non-educational development type role. A similar proportion were 
new to development roles in general, with 52% having less than five years experience in non-
educational development. However, 8% of respondents reported more than 20 years experience 
with development outside of the education sector. This is the same as 2010. 
 
In total 36% of respondents have worked for their current organisation for more than five years, 
while 29% have been in the same position for more than five years. These figures are marginally 
higher than in 2010. 
 
Employment conditions 
The majority (80%) of participants in this study reported working fulltime. Of those who selected 
‘other’, some reported working a greater than full-time workload. 
  
                                                          
1 In 2005 and 2008, participants were asked to identify how many years they had spent in education. On both occasions, 
the median was 16 years.1 While direct comparisons are difficult, it is clear that the sample continues to be a well educated 
section of the larger population.  
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Position Title 
Respondents were able to write in their position title. Most frequently, development was identified 
as their specific role.  
 
Across these groups, 36% of respondents identified themselves as working at the director level, 44% 
at the managerial level, and 19% at the officer level.  
Respondents were asked to indicate yes or no to a series of questions about their employment 
conditions. The results indicate that: 
• 16% receive bonus on top of their annual/base salary; 
• 62% have TOIL (time off in lieu) or other flexible work arrangements; 
• 5% work during the teaching term only; 
• 77% receive a standard 4 weeks (pro rata) recreation leave; 
• 70% have an up to date position description; 
• 58% of development offices conduct annual staff evaluations; 
• 34% of development offices reward or recognise staff innovation and initiative; 
• 89% of employers adequately fund training and professional development. 
 
This picture remains similar to 2010. The biggest difference was a 10% increase in the proportion of 
respondents who felt their employers adequately funded training and development (up from 79%).  
 
Figure 3: Employment conditions 
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Salaries 
In total, 145 respondents reported on their salary.2  
 
 Figure 4: Salary range by year 
In 2012 respondents’ salaries ranged 
from $41,000 up to $190,000.  
The mean or average amount was 
$91,419, while the median was 
$85,000.  
 
The mode or most frequently 
occurring salary was $70,000.  
 
The overall range was smaller than in 
2010, however, the median was 
$7,500 higher. 
 
 
However, a greater range was reported by school-based respondents. 
 
 Figure 5: Salary range by institution type 
 
In 2012, respondents working for 
schools reported a higher median 
income than those working for 
tertiary institutions ($85,000 
compared to $78,714). 
 
This is the opposite to2010, but 
should be taken with caution as the 
number of tertiary institutions is 
considerably smaller than schools in 
2012. 
 
 
Salary ranges vary greatly depending on the specific levels at which people are employed. Those 
working at the level of Director, reported a median salary of $118,500, compared to Managers, who 
reported a median salary of $78,500 and Officers, who reported a median salary of $56,900. The 
only increase in median salary has been at the director level, which increased by $18,500 from 
$100,000 in 2010. The managerial and officer level salaries remained similar. 
 
  
                                                          
2 Five responses were excluded from analysis as they were deemed implausible (either too high or too low) 
and their inclusion would have skewed the data.   
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Figure 6: Salary range by level 
 
 
Those working in the area of development, public and community relations, and marketing appeared 
to have the highest median salaries. However, there was a great deal of variance. 
 
Compared to 2010, the median salary for those working in: 
• development - went up from $83,000 
• registrar – went up from $65,000 
Other salaries remained similar. 3 
 
Figure 7: Salary range by role 
 
 
Respondents based in New South Wales and Victoria reported the highest median incomes at just 
under $90,000. Queensland reported the lowest median income. This was similar to 2010.4 
                                                          
3 Philanthropy, Communications and Publications were not included because of their small sample size. 
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Figure 8: Salary range by location 
 
 
 Figure 9: Salary range by location – urban/regional 
 
As with 2010, respondents based in a 
major city reported a higher median 
income than those in regional 
centres.5 
 
The median salary in major cities 
increased from $80,000 in 2010. 
 
 
 Figure 10: Salary range by Gender 
 
The median income for males was 
$32,500 higher than for females.  This 
disparity is even greater than in 2010. 
 
One possible explanation for this is 
that a greater proportion of the men 
who participated in this study worked 
in senior positions.   
 
 
                                                                                                                                                                                    
4 The Australian Capital Territory and Tasmania were not included because of their small sample size. 
5 Small regional centres were not included because of the small sample size. 
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The median salary tended to increase steadily with respondent’s age. In 2010, the exception was 
those under 21, who reported a relatively high median salary compared to the other age categories. 
While there were too few under 21 year olds to report their salary in 2012, this trend appears to 
hold true. Those over 60 years of age reported a $15,000 higher median salary in 2012 than in 2010 
(up from $90,000). 
 
Figure 11: Salary range by age  
 
 
Salary also appears to increase with education, especially at the tertiary level.6  More than $12,000 
separates those with a bachelors degree and those without. The effect of post graduate studies is 
less in 2012 than it was in 2010. In 2012, there was a $6,000 median income gap between those with 
a bachelors degree and those with a masters degree, compared to a $23,000 gap in 2010. 
 
Figure 12: Salary range by education  
 
 
                                                          
6 Junior High and PhD were not included here because the sample size was too small. 
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Those coming from a nonprofit background in 2012 had the highest median salary ($100,000). In 
2010, those coming from the education sector had the highest median salary.7 
 
Figure 13: Salary range by professional background 
 
 
Logically, the more time spent in educational advancement, the higher a respondent’s median 
salary.8 
 
Figure 14: Salary range by professional background – time in educational advancement 
 
 
EducatePlus membership 
In 2012, all survey participants were members of EducatePlus. Of these, 3% self funded their 
membership and 97% were institutionally-funded. 
                                                          
7 Volunteer and Government were not included because of the small sample size. 
8 Over 15 years experience category in educational advancement was not included because of the small 
sample size. 
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Development office information 
Development office age 
The participating development offices have been established for mixed lengths of time but 
interestingly by a small majority most were in the less than 5 years since establishment category: 
• 24% had a development office established for less than 5 years; 
• 20% had a development office established for 6-10 years; 
• 20% had a development office established for 11 -15 years; 
• 18% had a development office established for 16-20 years; 
• 18% had a development office established for more than 20 years; 
 
Development office responsibilities 
In 2012, development offices had a wide range of responsibilities. When asked to select which 
activities their office was involved in, respondents most commonly cited:  special events (88%) and 
alumni relations (88%). 
 
Tertiary institutions were considerably less likely to include activities such as marketing, publications 
and enrolments as responsibilities of the development office. This most likely reflects the 
comparative size of these institutions and existence of separate departments. 
 
Figure 15: Development office responsibilities 
 
 
Development office expenditure 
In 2012, 70% of participating development offices had expenditure of less than $400,000. 
 
However, expenditure varies greatly between institutional types, with tertiary institutions most 
likely to have larger expenditure, with some 63% reporting expenditure over $400,000, compared to 
24% of schools. Figures remain similar to 2010. 
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Figure 16: Development office expenditure by institutional type 
 
 
Respondents were asked to select their top three biggest expenses. Overall, the biggest expense 
areas for respondents were: 
• Salaries (63%) 
• Publications (49%) 
• Marketing (44%) 
• Events (27%) 
• Mail-outs (17%) 
 
However, a comparison of institutions’ top three expenses revealed some differences: 
• 27% of respondents from tertiary institutions selected database management as a major 
expense, compared to 2% of schools based respondents. 
• 57% of school respondents selected publications as a top three expense item, compared to 
only 5% of tertiary based respondents. 
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Figure 17: Development office expenditure area by institutional type 
 
 
Personnel 
The number of FTE personnel working in participating development offices ranged from 0.4 to 27. 
Across all respondents, the median was 3. This was higher for tertiary institutions at 6FTE than 
schools at 3 FTE. 
 
Understanding of development office  
In 2012, as in other years, the institutional stakeholders rated with the best understanding of the 
development office were the Principal/Vice-Chancellor (67% excellent), Foundation/Development 
Board Council (46% excellent), and the School/University Board Council (39% excellent). Figures have 
remained steady since 2005 although a higher level of excellent understanding was evident across all 
stakeholders in 2008. The figure below shows the proportion of stakeholders with an excellent 
understanding since 2005. 
 
Figure 18: Excellent understanding of development office since 2005 
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Three-quarters (73%) of respondents to the survey said that their development office does educate 
institutional leaders about the value of development and alumni relations. This was more often done 
in tertiary institutions (86%) than schools (70%). 
 
Key performance indicators 
Respondents were asked to select the three key performance indicators on which their office is 
measured. The options were developed based on participant responses to an open-ended question 
in 2008. Enrolments stood out as the key performance indicator, selected by 41% of respondents. 
Interestingly, ‘dollars raised’, which was the number one performance indicator in 2010, was 
selected by only 27% or respondents in 2012.However, in 2012 there was a broader range of 
participants than in previous years. The smaller proportion of participating fundraisers may explain 
the decreased emphasis on dollars raised as a key performance indicator. 
 
Figure 19: Key performance indicators 
 
 
Marketing 
Marketing budgets 
The marketing budget ranged from nothing to $885,000. This is considerably lower than in 2010, 
when the highest marketing budget reported was $5 million. However, the second highest was much 
closer to the 2012 maximum at $1 million, suggesting that the $5 million was either an outlier or a 
mistake. 
 
The median in 2012 was $50,000, down from $70,000 in 2010. Interestingly, the mode, or most 
frequently occurring response was a $0 marketing budget.9  
 
                                                          
9 If those that answered $0, that have no marketing budget, were excluded, the median would be $80,000.  
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In 2012, schools reported a much higher marketing budget than tertiary institutions however, the 
limited number of responses from tertiary institutions on this question makes direct comparison 
difficult. 
 
As in 2010, the marketing budget is most commonly decided by a combination of people. 
Interestingly, the influence of the development office in determining marketing budgets appears to 
have increased somewhat, with 22% of 2012 respondents citing ‘development office 
recommendation’ compared to 18% in 2010. 
 
Figure 20: Marketing budget – decision making 
 
 
Marketing materials 
In terms of hard copy materials, respondents were most likely to produce a magazine (80%), 
followed by a prospectus (69%) and then newsletters (48%). Respondents from schools were more 
likely to produce hard copy materials than were tertiary institutions. This was especially the case 
with a prospectus, even more so than in 2010 when some 37% of tertiary institutions reported 
producing a hard copy prospectus (compared to 5% in 2012). Other hard copy items produced 
included yearbooks, annual reports, handbooks, brochures, flyers, and other promotional material. 
 
  
8% 
34% 
22% 
4% 
1% 
17% 
14% 
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 
Other 
A combination of the above 
Development office recommendation 
School/University Council/Board 
Foundation Board/Chair 
Bursar/Registrar/Business Manager 
Head/Principal/VC/Pro-VC /VC delegate 
   
 
20 
 
Figure 21: Hard copy marketing materials by institutional type 
 
 
Where a newsletter was produced, it was most likely to be for the general community. However, 
there was a difference between institution types in 2012, with tertiary institutions more likely to 
target their newsletter towards alumni. 
 
Figure 22: Audience for hard copy newsletter 
 
 
This was similar with magazines, with tertiary institutions more likely to specifically target their 
alumni than the general community, than were schools. 
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Figure 23: Audience for hard copy magazine 
 
 
Electronic communications 
In terms of electronic communications, newsletters were the most common form (80%), followed by 
online event promotion and sign-on (77%) and general communication (77%). Since 2010, there has 
been an increase in the use of electronic communications for event promotion, an online magazine, 
and an online prospectus. 
 
The most significant differences between schools and tertiary institutions were in: 
• Enrolments, selected by 56% of schools based respondents, compared to 14% of tertiary 
respondents; and 
• Donor recruitment, selected by 50% of tertiary based respondents, compared to 27% of 
school respondents. 
Respondents also reported using electronic communications for virtual tours. 
 
Figure 24: Electronic marketing materials 
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Overall, both schools and tertiary based respondents reported an increased take-up of electronic 
communications (89%). Only 2% reported no take-up and 9% were not sure. This is slightly higher 
than 2010. 
 
The most popular ‘new’ technologies employed by respondents in 2012 included websites (86%), 
and Facebook (73%). Twitter has seen the biggest increase in usage from 12% in 2010 to 43% in 
2012, followed by Facebook, which increased from 51% to 73% in the same period.  LinkedIn and 
Youtube were new to the 2012 survey at the request of previous participants, both of which were 
utilised by around one third of respondents (36% and 28% respectively). 
 
Other new technologies utilised by respondents in 2012 included Skype, Smartphone Apps, 
Pinterest, Google+, Survey monkey, and Blogs. 
 
A comparison of schools and tertiary respondents found that schools are much more likely to use: 
• Intranet (65% to 14%) 
• Mobile phones / SMS (46% to 18%) 
While tertiary respondents were more likely to use: 
• LinkedIn (68% to 30%) 
• Facebook (91% to 69%) 
Since 2010, schools have seen an uptake in the use of Twitter, from 8% to 41%; and Facebook, from 
48% to 69%. 
 
Figure 25: New technologies 
 
 
Alumni 
Alumni fees 
Just under half of all respondents’ institutions charge alumni fees (46%). This was lower than 
previous years (56% in 2010, 53% in 2008 and 59% in 2005).  
 
Charging an alumni fee was considerably more common among schools (53%) than it was among 
tertiary institutions (5%). This division was greater in 2012 than 2010. 
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Eligible alumni members 
The total number of eligible alumni members reflected the overall size of the participating 
institutions. Of the total sample, 64% had between 1,000 and 20,000 past students or eligible alumni 
members. Schools were most likely to have between 5,000 and 10,000 eligible members, while 
tertiary institutions were most likely to have between 50,000 and 200,000 members. 
 
Figure 26: Eligible alumni members by institutional type 
 
 
Mailable alumni members 
Across the total sample, it was most common (reported by 24% of participants) to have current 
mailable addresses for 51-60% of eligible past students. This varied somewhat between schools and 
tertiary institutions. 
  
Figure 27: Mailable alumni members by institutional type 
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Alumni events 
Respondents were most likely to hold 1-5 alumni events per year (selected by 35%), followed by 6-
10 events (23%), more than 15 events (18%), 11-15 events (13%) and no events (11%). This was 
similar to 2010. Again and predictably, it was tertiary institutions that were most likely to have a 
large number of alumni events, with 73% having at least 6 events per year, compared with 50% of 
schools. 
 
Figure 28: Alumni events held by institutional type 
 
 
Fundraising 
In the 2012 survey, respondents were given the option to skip the fundraising section; 65 (44%) 
decided to continue with the survey. This is a smaller number and percentage of respondents than in 
2010, when 119 or 48% of respondents continued with the fundraising section. 
 
Fundraising vehicles 
The most commonly used fundraising vehicles in 2012 were: alumni annual giving (63%), special 
events (63%) and bequests / planned giving campaigns (55%). Capital campaigns dropped from 73% 
in 2010 to 46% in 2012. 
 
For schools, the two most commonly used vehicles were: alumni annual giving and special events, 
each used by 67%. 
 
For tertiary institutions, the two most commonly used vehicles were:  corporate philanthropy / 
community-business partnerships (70%) and bequests / planned giving campaigns (60%). 
 
Again in 2012, the biggest difference between schools and tertiary institutions were in voluntary 
building funds, selected by 52% of schools and no tertiary institutions. However, this is because 
tertiary institutions do not have building funds. Corporate philanthropy / community-business 
partnerships and capital campaigns also had considerable differences (with the former preferred by 
tertiary institutions and the latter preferred by schools).  
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Figure 29: Fundraising vehicles by institutional type 
  
 
Gross fundraising revenue 
Averaged over the past two years, the total gross annual income from all fundraising sources was 
most commonly between $1 million and $5 million.  
 
Figure 30: Gross fundraising revenue 
 
 
Tertiary institutions were three times as likely to be raising over $1 million annually as were schools 
(70% to 22%), reflecting their larger size (in terms of student numbers). This disparity has grown 
since 2010. 
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 Figure 31: Fundraising revenue greater than  
$1 million by institutional age 
 
 
In broad terms, older institutions 
were more likely to be raising in 
excess of $1 million. Again in 2012, no 
institutions established after 1990 
earned in excess of $1 million. 
 
 
The age of the development office also impacted upon revenue, with older development offices 
considerably more likely to raise more than $1 million per annum through their fundraising activities 
than younger ones. However, figures were down in the 16-20 year old age group, but that is more 
likely a reflection of the sample than any overall trend. 
 
Figure 32: Fundraising revenue greater than $1 million by development office age 
 
 
Largest gift 
Respondents were asked the value of their largest gift in 2011. This figure ranged from $3,000 to $15 
million.  The $15 million dollar gift was an isolated one that went to a university. The second largest 
gift was $3 million, a figure more comparable to 2010’s $5 million. 
 
The median was $50,000, half that reported in 2010. Due to the $15 million gift, figures for tertiary 
institutions are considerably higher than schools. 
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Fundraising goals 
Fundraising goals for 2012 varied greatly between participating organisations, from $10,000 to $20 
million (compared to $40 million in 2010). The mean was just over $1.24 million (compared to $2.16 
million in 2010). However, the median was $450,000 (compared to $650,000 in 2010). In 2010, there 
were a small number of comparatively high fundraising goals, which pulled up the overall figures. 
 
Due to the small sample of tertiary institutions, a direct comparison is not possible. 
 
As in 2010, fundraising goals are most commonly decided upon by a combination of people. 
 
Figure 33: Fundraising goals – decision making 
 
 
Reasons not to give to education 
In 2012, as with other years, ‘I already pay fees’ was seen as the most common reason for not giving 
to education, followed by ‘I cannot afford it’.  
 
Figure 34: Reasons not to give to education 
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Annual giving 
In total, 59% of respondents reported that their annual giving program had been established less 
than 5 years ago; 26% reported 6-10 years; 10% 11-20 years; and 6% more than 20 years. This 
represents a younger institutional cohort than previous years.  
   
Figure 35: Age of annual giving program 
 
 
Donors 
In total, 46% of participants reported an overall increase in the number of donors over the past two 
years (compared to 59% in 2010), 33% reported no change (compared to 20%), and 21% reported a 
decrease (the same as in 2010). 
 
Alumni are most commonly asked to give (82%), followed by parents (72%), and board members 
(57%). This is similar to previous years. All figures were slightly lower in 2012 compared to 2010, 
except alumni, which remained steady at 82%. The biggest decreases were in board members and 
staff. In 2012, 57% of respondents commonly asked their board members to give, compared to 74% 
in 2010. Some 46% of staff were asked to give in 2012, compared to 62% in 2010. 
 
Predictably, schools had a much greater focus on past and current parents than did tertiary 
institutions, who instead focused on corporate and government donors. 
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Figure 36: Who is asked to give 
 
 
Frequency of asks 
Annual supporters are most commonly asked to give once a year (52%), however this is down from a 
high of 68% in 2008 as bi-annual asking is becoming more common, with some 30% asking twice per 
year in 2012 compared to 20% in 2008 and 17% in 2010. 
 
Figure 37: Frequency of asks 
 
 
Bequests 
In total, 52% of respondents reported that their bequest program had been established within the 
last 5 years; 28% reported 6-10 years; 8% 11-20 years; and 12% more than 20 years. Schools were 
slightly more likely to have an older bequest program than were tertiary institutions, with some 21% 
of schools having a bequest program for more than 10 years, compared to 14% of tertiary 
institutions. 
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Figure 38: Age of bequest program  
 
 
In 2012, the key approaches that respondents felt were most successful in achieving bequests were 
a brochure (identified by 20%), having a dedicated bequest officer (14%), and a bequest society 
(14%). By comparison, in 2008 and 2010 having a dedicated bequest officer was the single most 
important factor.10 
 
For the most part, those who selected ‘other’, mostly elaborated that their bequest program is not 
currently active or that they use a combination of approaches. 
 
Figure 39: Key approaches for successful bequests since 2008 
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Capital campaigns 
In 2012, two-thirds of respondents (62%) were involved in a capital campaign. Of those, over half 
were in the planning phase with roughly another quarter in each of the quiet and public phases. 
Compared to 2010, a much greater proportion of respondents involved in a capital campaign were in 
the planning rather than public phase. 11 
 
Figure 40: Involvement in capital campaigns 
 
 
Campaign target 
The median capital campaign target for 2010 was $3.25 million; up from $2.5 million in 2010.  
 
Size of leadership gift 
Respondents with a current capital campaign reported seeking a range of leadership gifts in 2012. 
Figures have varied since 2005. 
Figure 41: Size of leadership gift since 2005 
 
                                                          
11 In earlier years, respondents were asked to answer only yes or no rather than identify phases. 
0% 
5% 
10% 
15% 
20% 
25% 
30% 
35% 
40% 
45% 
Not involved Planning Quiet Public Accounting - 
stewardship 
2012 n=65 2010 n=131 
0% 
5% 
10% 
15% 
20% 
25% 
30% 
35% 
40% 
<$50K $51-100K $101-250K $251-500K $500K-1M >$1M 
2012 n=33 2010 n=75 2008 n=89 2005 n=92 
   
 
32 
 
Campaign duration 
In 2012, 70% of capital campaigns went for two (32%) or three years (38%). In previous instalments, 
campaigns were more likely to be either shorter (lasting less than one year) or longer (lasting longer 
than three years). In 2012, all tertiary institutions’ capital campaigns go for a minimum of three 
years, however there was only a small number of responses. 
 
Figure 42: Capital campaign duration 
 
 
Campaign focus 
As with previous years, buildings were the most common focus of the capital campaigns, identified 
by 74% of respondents. 
 
Figure 43: Capital campaign focus 
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External consultancy input 
One quarter (25%) of respondents  are using the assistance of an external consultancy to help with 
their capital campaign. This is up from 17% in 2008 but down from 29% in 2010. 
 
Consultants were most likely to be used in feasibility studies (12%) and campaign planning (9%). 
These two activities were also most common in 2010, however in the reverse order. Training of 
askers by consultants decreased from 8% in 2010 to 2% in 2012. 
 
Figure 44: Capital campaign – external consultancy input 
 
 
Askers 
Development office staff members are the most likely askers on a capital campaign (43%), followed 
by the Principal or Vice-Chancellor (34%). This approach is proportionate to 2010 and 2008. 
 
Figure 45: Capital campaign askers 
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Running costs 
In 2012, respondents reported low running costs for their campaigns. Half reported running costs of 
less than 5%. A further 44% reported running costs of 6-10%. The remaining 6% reported running 
costs of 21-30%%. This is similar to previous years. 
 
Figure 46: Capital campaign running costs 
 
 
Prospects 
Where respondents did undertake prospect research, it was most commonly done by an in-house 
researcher. This was similar to 2010. 
 
Those who selected ‘other’ most commonly used a combination of approaches. 
 
Figure 47: Prospect research 
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Just over half of the respondents (52%) conduct prospect management or moves management as 
part of the fundraising process. 
 
Respondents were asked to identify how many prospects they had under intentional management at 
various levels: 
• At the $10,000 level, 36% had more than 30 prospects. 
• At the $50,000 level, 36% had 6-10 prospects. 
• At the $100,000 level, 35% had 1-5 prospects. 
• At the $500,000 level, 63% had 1-5 prospects. 
• At the $1 million level, 67% had 1-5 prospects. 
• At the $5 million level, 75% had 0 prospects. 
• At the $10 million level, 87% had 0 prospects. 
 
 
>$10K >$50K >$100K >$500 >$1M >$5M >$10M 
0 Prospects 4% 8% 13% 21% 29% 75% 87% 
1-5 Prospects 20% 28% 35% 63% 67% 25% 7% 
6-10 Prospects 4% 36% 30% 17% 4% 0% 0% 
11-20 Prospects 28% 12% 22% 0% 0% 0% 7% 
21-30 Prospects 8% 16% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
>30 Prospects 36% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 
Major gifts 
In total, 50% of respondents reported that their major gift program had been established within the 
last 5 years; 13% reported 6-10 years; 25% 11-20 years; and 13% more than 20 years. While the 
highest number of schools (39%)were more likely to have major gift programs established for over 
10 years, tertiary institutions were more likely to have major gift programs established for over 20 
years (29% compared to 10%). 
 
Figure 48: Age of major gift program 
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Trends in the number and value of major gifts are varied, with almost as many respondents 
reporting an increase as those reporting a decrease, or no change at all. Some 41% reported an 
increase in the number of major gifts in the past 2 years, and 45% reported an increase in the value 
of those gifts. Conversely, 20% reported a decrease in number and 23% reported a decrease in 
value. 
 
Board understanding 
Respondents were asked how well they thought their board understands how to invest in and 
support major gift fundraising. Responses were favourable from some 46%. However, there still 
appears to be considerable room for improvement, with only 3% of respondents feeling that their 
board completely understands this function. While this is down from 11% in 2010, so is the 
proportion of those who reported that boards do not understand major gift fundraising at all (from 
8% to 5%). 
 
Figure 49: Board understanding of the major gift program 
 
 
Acknowledgement 
In 2012, 50% of respondents felt that at least 60% of their major donors are comfortable with public 
acknowledgement of their gifts. This is down from 71% in 2010. 
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Figure 50: Acknowledgment of major gifts 
 
 
Global financial crisis 
The impact of the Global Financial Crisis (GFC) appears to have lessened in 2012. Only 7% of 
respondents found the GFC to have a major impact on their fundraising operations (compared to 
11% in 2010), while 55% reported a moderate effect (compared to 61%) and 39% reported a minor 
impact (compared to 28%). Major gifts were most commonly seen as the area worst affected by the 
GFC, slightly more so than in 2010. The impact on capital campaigns was seen to be lessened (from 
24% in 2010 to 17% in 2012). 
 
Figure 51: Area of fundraising worst affected by GFC 
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Challenges 
Respondents were asked to select the three largest challenges facing their organisation over the past 
two years. The options were developed based on participant responses to an open-ended question 
in 2008. As in 2010, building a culture of philanthropy stood out as the number one challenge, 
identified by 65% of respondents. Since 2010, finding and engaging alumni, the economic climate 
and keeping up with technology have risen as challenges. Conversely, organisation management, 
starting a bequest program and finding qualified staff have decreased as challenges.  
 
Figure 52: Largest challenges facing organisations 
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Some concluding thoughts 
Four surveys in, several patterns are becoming clear and some change is also visible. 
The nature of those who work in educational development 
A consistent portrait of a sector with a predominantly female workforce emerges. So too, a 
suggestion that management roles are more typically filled by males and that the resulting disparity 
in salaries is quite large and seemingly growing. Other fields with a similar profile have been 
concerned about becoming a so-called ‘pink ghetto’ and sought to address this potential issue and 
there may be learnings here for educational development.  
The picture is also one of a highly educated workforce with an increasing evidence of a sector 
staffed by thinking, reflective practitioners some of whom are engaging in higher degree studies and 
lifelong learning. This commitment to education and evidence of a professional base are not perhaps 
highlighted to employers and others as widely as they might be. They have implications for 
perceptions about salary levels and reporting lines. They also can influence planning for the most 
useful type of training, professional development and education with which sector professionals 
may engage. 
Bequests 
A key finding of the initial 2005 benchmarking exercise was that an active bequests program was 
not a uniform feature of educational development efforts in Australia. That has changed with 
bequests in 2012 operating as the third most common fundraising activity. The results of investing in 
this deferred support will be clear over time. 
The ubiquitous call for a greater culture of philanthropy 
It is clear that the case for educational support philanthropically is still being built and is an 
ongoing process with each new batch of parents (in schools) and alumni. The philosophy and habit 
of giving back for an education received is far from being a norm in Australia. Constituencies such as 
staff and boards who might be most expected to understand and champion the need are patently 
not uniformly behind their advancement teams to the level they might be, and it takes some 
maturity in educational administrations to exercise the patience and investment required to slowly 
build that momentum and critical support mass. Perhaps some of that acculturation is a sector wide 
task that might bolster the individual efforts in development offices. Perhaps the sector is ripe too 
for more board development, as some other cause areas such as the arts undertakes en masse to try 
to win that quantum leap change in attitudes. 
In closing, thanks go to the respondents who donate an hour of their time every two years to create 
this evidence base. The task now is to use its messages and to keep it vibrant every two years. We 
look forward to fresh questions and inputs in 2014. 
